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The Honorable John L. Burton 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Government 

Activities and Transportation 
Committee on Government Operations 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable William V. Roth, Jr. 
Chairman, Committee c)n Governmental 

Affairs 
United States Senate 

This report summarizes the results of our study to de- 
termine what needs to be done to encourage greater use of 
bicycles and other two-wheeled vehicles in the Federal corn- 
munity and to assess the proposal to reimburse those who use 
these vehicles for official travel. The study was conducted 
pursuant to the req,uests of your respective committees con- 
tained in their reports on Y.F. 7072--a hill to amend per 
diem, subsistence, and mileage allowance rates for Covernment 
employees. 

The report discusses the con-litions perceived as bar- 
riers which nreclude more serious and wide-spread considera- 
tion of bicycles and mopeds as alternative modes of transpor- 
tation. It also provides a brief summary of past and ongoing 
Government actions and programs dealing with cycling and pre- 
sents data on the cost of owning and operating a bicycle and 
moped. 

As directed, in performing this review we consulted with 
the Departments of Transportation and Energy and with the 
General Services Administration. We did not, however, have 
sufficient time to obtain official agency comments. As ar- 
ranged with your office, copies of this report are being sent 
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to the Director, Office of Management and Budget: the Secre- 
taries of Transportation, Energy, the Interior, and Defense: 
the Postmaster General; and the Administrators of General 
Services and the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 



REPORT EY THE COMPTROLLER GFNERAL P,CTIONS NEEDED TO INCREASE 
OF THE UNITED STATES BICYCLE/MCPED USE IN THE 

FEDERAL COMMUNITY 

DIGEST --_--- 

Increases in the sale and use of bicycles 
and mopeds during the 1970s demonstrate an 
increasing awareness of thke benefits and 
potential of these vehicles. Governmental 
programs, private sector actions, and the 
number of bicycle groups all indicate the 
growing interest. Yet, the potential seems 
to be largely untapped. 

WHAT CAN BE DONE TO ENCOURAGE - 
BICYCLE/MOPED USE? 

If Government employees and those visiting 
Federal buildings and facilities are to 
increase bicycle/moped usage, existing 
barriers must be dealt with, and the 
Government's role must be more clearly 
defined. In addition, majer governmental 
departments should set the example by 
identifying opportunities for, and encour- 
aging greater use of, bicycles/mopeds 
within their departments. 

The barriers, both mental and physical, 
include fears for personal safety, lack of 
facilities, unresolved leg:)1 issues, and 
attitudinal obstacles. 

Decreasing the fear of riding in traffic will 
necessitate effective education, training, and 
enforcement of cyclist traffic laws. Provision 
of facilities, whether they be bikeways, secure 
parking, or showers and lockers for cyclists, 
can also serve to reduce barriers. Many State 
vehicle codes require updating to properly regu- 
late both bicycles and mopeds. Additionally, 
a general lack of awareness or serious con- 
sideration of the bicycle and moped as trans- 
portation modes must be overcome. (See p. 5.) 
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Given these challenges, the Federal Govern- 
ment has begun to move from almost total 
emphasis on bikeway construction to a more 
comprehensive consideration of measures to 
encourage bicycling. The Department of 
Transportation and the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency have been the most active while 
other departments have largely ignored the 
bicycle and moped. These departments have 
not (1) promoted the idea of using bicycles 
and mopeds, (2) attempted to identify 
situations where these vehicles could be 
used, and (3) disseminated information on 
successful bicycle/moped programs carried 
out by local management. (See p. 13.) 

SHOULD FEDERAL EMPLOYEES BE 
REIMBURSED FOR USING BICYCLES/ 
MOPEDS ON OFFICIAL TRAVEL? 

Federal employees should be reimbursed for 
official travel by bicycle. There are some 
definite, definable costs associated with 
owning and operating a bicycle. In fact, 
the costs incurred in bicycling are quite 
similar to the costs of owning and operating 
an automobile or motorcycle--costs which are 
used by the General Services Administration 
(GSA) to establish reimbursement rates 
for these vehicles. Provisions should also 
be made to reimburse employees using privately 
owned mopeds on official business. (See p. 21.) 

The cost of owning and operating a bicycle, 
based on data provided by several sources 
and on rates currently being paid by several 
government bodies, falls between 3 and 5 cents 
per mile. The 4-cents-per-mile proposal in- 
troduced in the 96th Congress (H.R. 6180) 
would, therefore, be a reasonable rate for 
reimbursing Federal employees using their 
bicycles on official travel. 

The cost of owning and operating a moped, 
based on data provided by the Moped Associa- 
tion of America, ranges from 8.2 to 16.3 
cents per mile. A local government reim- 
burses its employees using mopeds at the rate 
of 8 cents per mile. Thus, based on this 
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limited data, 8 cents seems to be a reason- 
able initial rate for reimbursing Federal 
employees until additional cost data is ob- 
tained. (See p. 23.) 

CONCL~TJSIONS - 

Opportunities exist to increase bicycle/ 
moped use by those working in or visiting 
Federal buildings and installations. The 
extent to which these opportunities are 
realized, however, will depend on the de- 
gree to which barriers, both physical and 
attitudinal, are overcome and the support 
given by the Congress and by governmental 
departments in promoting bkcycl~e and moped 
use. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
SECRETARY OF TRANSPOtiTATIOY --~-.-.- 

The Department of Transportation study, 
"Bicycle Transportation for Energy Conserva- 
tion," provides the framework for a compre- 
hensive program tc encourage increased 
use of bicycles and mopeds i.n the Federal 
sector. GAO agrees with t.he study's recom- 
mendation that the Department of Transpor- 
tation should take the lead in this effort 
and that it should closely coordinate its 
work with other Federal agencies. 

GAO recommends that the Department of Trans- 
portation give specific attention to two 
major barriers--lack of secure parking and 
shower facilities --which ap.pear to be pre- 
cluding widespread use of these vehicles by 
Federal employees. (See p. 20.) 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS -~__- 

GAO recommends that the Congress amend Sec- 
tions 5704 (a) and 5707 (b)(2) of Title 5 of 
the United States Code to provide for a max- 
imum allowance of 4 cents a mile to Federal 
employees using their privately owned bicycles 
while on official business. An 8-cent-per- 
mile maximum allowance should also be pro- 
vided for the use of privately owned mopeds. 
(See p. 32.) 
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These allowances would establish the prin- 
ciple of reimbursement for those using 
their privately owned bicycles and mopeds 
for official business. Given the limited 
cost data, the recommended rates of reim- 
bursement are at the low to mid range of 
the data available and are consistent with 
existing precedents set by State and local 
government entities. 

Over time, as more cost experience is 
gained, GSA should be able to validate 
and refine cost rates and recommend to 
the Congress appropriate adjustments to 
the maximum rates. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

GAO did not have sufficient time to obtain 
official agency comments. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This report presents. an analysis of what can be done to 
increase the use of bicycles and mopeds in the Federal com- 
munity and makes recommendations regarding the reimb\lrsement 
of Federal employees who use these vehicles on official 
travel. The report responds to the requests of the House 
Committee on Government Operations and the Senate Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

In the 96th Congress, during deliberations on H.R.70?2-- 
a bill to increase the rates for subsistence and mileage 
allowances for Government employees on official travel--the 
House Committee on Government Operations considered provid- 
ing reimbursement to Government employees who use their 
bicycles on official business. It was proposed llhat a reim- 
bursement rate of 4 cents a mile be established fisr official 
travel by privately owned bicycle or pedal-assisted vehicle. 

The Committee's Report on H.R. 7072 (Report No. 96-1021, 
May 16, 1980), did not recommend including bicycles and other 
pedal-assisted vehicles for reimbursement although the Commit- 
tee recognized that: "Greater use of bicycles by Federal em- 
ployees in lieu of motorized transportation appears to offer 
opportunities for fuel conservation and perhaps dollar 
savings." The Committee believed that additional. information 
was needed on (1) the bicycle's potential in the Government 
and (2) the costs of owning and operating a hicycle or simi- 
lar mode of transportation. As a result, on June II, 1980, 
the Comptroller General was asked to undertake this study and 
to consult with the Administrator of General Services, the 
Secretary of Transportation, and the Secretary of Energy. A 
report with recommendations for administrative or legislative 
action was required by March 31, 1981. (See app. I.) 

In its report on H-R. 7072 (Report Na. 96-904, Aug. 18, 
1980) the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs supported 
the House request for a Comptroller General study. The Sen- 
ate Committee report states: "The Committee has also noted 
that there is much new interest being generated in the use of 
other modes of transportation for official federal government 
travel" but "* * * it is believed that not enough information 
is available to equitably determine the proper level of reim- 
bursement of such modes of travel and to answer other relevent 
questions." The Senate committee asked for the Comptroller 
General's report to be completed by December 31, 1980, rather 
than March 31, 1981, as requested by the House committee. 
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THE BENEFITS AND 
POTENTIAL OF BICYCLES 

The number of bicycles sold and the amount of bicycle 
travel have both shown significant increases during the 
1970s. Several reasons have been advanced to explain this 
trend, including concern about the availability and cost of 
gasoline and concern for the environment and personal health. 
Some credit for this trend has also been given to the intro- 
duction of the lightweight, multi-speed bicycle which has 
commanded a large portion of market sales from 1972 to the 
present. 

Data provided by the Bicycle Manufacturers Association 
shows that during the 197Os, Americans purchased 103 million 
bicycles, double the number sold in the 1960s. Further, the 
Association estimates that in 1979, 105 million persons were 
using 95 million bicycles compared to 75.3 million users and 
50 million bicycles in 1970. 

The trend toward, and the benefits of, increased bicycle 
travel has not gone unnoticed by the public and private sec- 
tors. At the Federal Government level, numerous pieces of 
legislation have been enacted which were intended to encourage 
and foster travel by bicycle. While programs in the 1960s 
and early 1970s were directed toward recreational uses, p-ro- 
grams authorized in the last several years show an increased 
awareness of the potential of bicycles as an alternative mode 
of transportation. 

Public sector awareness is also demonstrated by other 
levels of government. Many States, for example, have appoint- 
ed bicycle coordinators whose job is to develop and maintain 
liaison between Federal, State, and local organizations in- 
volved in bicycling programs. In several cases, as discussed 
in chapter 3, provisions have been made by government bodies 
to reimburse employees using their bicycles on official busi- 
ness. 

Awareness in the private sector is demonstrated by the 
number of publications on cycling, the number of cycle groups 
which now exist across the country and, more recently, by the 
Pro Bike '80 Conference held in North Carolina. The confer- 
ence attracted over 200 bicycle program experts from all over 
the country and consisted of 35 workshops dealing with a mul- 
tiplicity of topics relating to bicycling. 
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The potential of bicycles as an alternate mode of ?rans- 
portation is put into perspective by the April 1980 U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT) report entitled "Bicycle 
Transportation for Energy Conservation." From 1975 Census 
Bureau data, the report concluded that only 470,000 of a pas- 
sible 3.8 million workers commuted to work by bicycle on any 
given day in 1975. In another report, DOT estimated that 60 
percent of all automobile trips are 5 miles or less, and these 
short trips represent a large potential for increased bicycle 
use. 

THE EMERGING ROLE OF MOPEDS 

The moped is relatively new on the scene although its 
growth in popularity, based on annual sales figures, has been 
phenomenal. Based on data provided by the Moped Association 
of America, sales have increased annually from 25,000 in 1975 
to an estimated 300,000 in 1980. The Association estimates 
that there are now about 1 million mopeds in use in this 
country. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our primary objectives in conducting this study were to 
answer the two basic questions which the committees asked: 

1. What can be done to encourage bicycle/moped use by 
those working in or visiting Federal buildings, 
facilities, or installations? 

2. Should Federal employees be reimbursed for using 
their bicycle or moped on official travel, and if 
so, what should the rates be? 

As directed, we consulted with the General Services 
Administration (GSA) and the Departments of Energy and Trans- 
portation. In addition, we had telephone discusions with 
officials in the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the 
U.S. Postal Service, and the Department of Defense (DOD). 
We contacted State officials in California, Ohio, and Kentucky, 
and officers, employees, and members of bicycle and moped 
associations and organizations. We obtained and analyzed re- 
ports, records, and documents; and attended several meetings 
such as the Pro Bike '80 Conference and the organizational 
meeting of the Ohio Bicycle Federation+ 



In these contacts our goals were to (1) identify and 
determine the status of bicycle programs: (2) identify the 
problems and barriers which are preventing greater use of 
bicycles as a transportation mode: and (3) obtain reports, 
records, and data on the costs of owning and operating a 
bicycle or moped. 

Our overall purpose in these efforts was to determine why 
bicycles were not being used more as a means of commuting--a 
condition necessary before employees can be expected to use 
bicycles to any significant extent on official travel. A 
corollary purpose was to determine why bicycles were not in 
greater use at Federal facilities and installations. 

The depth to which we could explore some of these facets . j 
was limited because the Senate committee asked for the report 
3 months earlier than the House committee asked for it. We 
were also restricted in our efforts to determine a reimburse- 

! I 
ment rate for bicycles and mopeds by the absence of data and 
a lack of time for verifying the limited data obtained. 

Because of the time frame, the report was not provided 
for official comment. However, at the conclusion of our study, 
copies of a draft of this report were provided to officials 
of the above six Federal agencies for review and comment for 
factual accuracy. All agencies responded to this request. 
In the preparation of the final report, their comments were 
considered and, where appropriate, incorporated directly 
into the applicable sections of the report to which they 
pertain. 
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CHAPTER 2 

WHAT CAN BE DONE TO ENCOURAGE 

BICYCLE/MOPED USE? 

Opportunities exist for increasing bicycle/moped use in 
the Federal community and by those who visit its buildings 
and installations. Before these opportunities can be real- 
ized, however, certain barriers must be overcome and the 
Federal Government's role must be more clearly defined. 

Past Government programs have been too narrowly focused 
and inadequately funded. Recent developments seem to indi- 
cate a recognition of the need for a comprehensive approach 
to increase bicycle/moped use. Major Federal departments, 
however, have demonstrated little organized effort to ident- 
ify opportunities for bicycle/moped use or to promote such 
use. 

BARRIERS DISCOURAGING BICYCLE/ 
MOPED USE MUST BE ADDRESSED 

Numerous barriers are precluding more widespread bicycle/ 
moped use and are removing these vehicles from consideration 
as an alternate transportation mode. Because the barriers 
apply to all would-be cyclists, they impact on future Federal 
bicycle use and are, therefore, discussed in this report. 
They are: 

--Fears for personal safety. 

--Lack of facilities. 

--Unresolved legal issues. 

--Attitudinal obstacles. 

Fears for personal safety 

Perhaps the largest single barrier to increasing non- 
recreational bicycle/moped use is the general public's fear 
of being involved in an accident with a motor vehicle. 
Although about 1,000 bicyclists are killed in collisions 
with motor vehicles each year, this rate has decreased sub- 
stantially in the last 4 decades when related to bicycles 
in use. One notable researcher of bicycle accidents has ob- 
served that over the last 4 decades, the increase in bicycle 
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fatalities has been proportionately less than the increase 
in bicycles being used. l/ For example, the fatality rate 
has dropped from a high of 13 per 100,000 bicycles in use 
in 1935 to I per 100,000 in 1976. More recently, National 
Safety Council 1979 pedacycle 2/ accident data indicates 
1.02 deaths per 100,000 pedacycles in use. 

The Council's data indicates that persons 15 years of 
age and older have accounted for about one-half the deaths 
during the 1970s as compared to one-fifth in 1960. Despite 
increasing adult-type bicycle sales in the 197Os, the per- 
centage of pedacycle deaths in the various age groups has 
remained fairly constant according to the following National 
Safety Council data for the years 1972-79: 

Age Group High 

0 - 14 
15 - 24 
25 and over 

50% (1972) 40% (1979) 
36% (1979) 27% (1972) 
24% (1979) 19% (1976) 

During a recent conference, bicycle program planners 
pointed out several weaknesses in bicycle accident data. 
For example, little is known about why unsafe behaviors are 
performed or how often an accident victim rides. Further, 
non-motor-vehicle accidents, while often less serious, may 
account for 99 percent of all accidents, and very little is 
known about them. Consequently, determining the reasons 
for many bicycle accidents has proven a complex problem. 

The research study previously cited isolated types of 
accidents, pinpointed where they are most likely to happen, 
and identified several contributing factors: 

--A lack of hazard identification/assessment by the 
bicyclist was a heavy contributor to many accidents. 

--Motorists were also at fault quite often: failure to 
properly scan for and detect the bicyclists or to 
properly estimate the bicyclists' speed and the 
distance needed to pass were contributing factors. 

l/Dr. Kenneth D. Cross, Bicycle-Safety Education --Facts and 
Issues, Anacapa Sciences, Inc. 

Z/"Pedacycle" is an all-encompassing term for any pedal-powered 
cycle. 





States count mopeds with bicycles, others with motorcycles. 
A DOT study on mopeds found that 40 to 50 percent of all 
moped accidents happen in the 16 to 21 age group and that 
much like bicycles, moped accidents frequently happen at 
intersections and during turning actions. 

Both DOT and the Moped Association of America have rec- 
ognized a need for safety training. The Association has 
produced a pamphlet on moped safety that identifies hazards 
a moped rider should consider, including the lack of visibil- 
ity to motorists, the need for defensive riding, and the need 
to use proper signals. 

Lack of facilities 

The lack of facilities--including bikeways, secure park- 
ing , and showers/lockers for, the cyclist--has long been con- 
sidered an obstacle to increased bicycle/moped use. 

Bikeways available to commuters, particularly novice 
cyclists, may strongly influence whether or not they use 
their bicycles. Bikeways are categorized as follows: 

--A bike path which is physically separated from motor- 
ized vehicular traffic by an open space or barriers 
and either within the highway right-of-way or within 
an independent right-of-way. 

--A bike lane which is a portion of the roadway desig- 
nated for the preferential or exclusive use by 
bicycles. 

--A bike route which is roadway designated for bicycles 
by signs only. 

The selection of the most effective bikeway has proven 
quite difficult. Early planners emphasized the more expen- 
sive, separate bike paths as the answer to the bicycle safety 
problem. While some applauded these efforts, experienced 
cyclists pointed out serious inherent flaws in this approach. 
Many of these separate facilities were poorly planned, de- 
signed, constructed, and/or maintained. Bikeway planning and 
design criteria have now been established which should al ?- 
viate many of the problems experienced with earlier bikeway 
development. Still, the questim of when separate facilities 
are necessary remains the subject of extensive discussion 
among bicycle program planners. 



While experienced cyclists Ylay prefer to ride "tolerant" 
streets that have had bicycle hazards sue-1; a?. parallel drain- 
age grates removed, novice cyclists feel sazer on separate 
facilities. Bicycle program planner's agree that the choice 
of bikeways should depend on full c(,nsideration of mar-y fac- 
tors, including the type of user, traffic volumes and speeds, 
street widths, physical barriers, adjacent land use, and 
parking/pedestrian interference. 

If cyclists are to commute and use their bicycles for 
official business, they must be assured of secure parking. 
Such parking is not available in many areas. Stolen bicycles 
have a very low recovery rate while mopeds, with their heavier 
weight, locking devices, and in some instances State registra- 
tion, do not experience as much theft. 

Parking facilities are dividerj into three classes in the 
order of desirability: 

Class I: High-security, long-term bike lockers or 
attended covered parking which offers com- 
plete protection from vandalism and weather. 

Class II: Medium-security parking which secures both 
wheels and the frame with a simple user- 
supplied lock, hut without the reed for bulky 
cables or chains. 

Class III: Minimum-security "bike racks" or fixed 
object that holds a bike in conjunction 
with a user-supplied cable, chain, and 
lock. 

Cyclists want parking facilities at both shopping and 
employment areas and at mass transit points so they may ride 
their bicycles/mopeds to catch buses, trains, and subways. 
Generally, the longer a bicycle/moped is to be parked, the 
greater the security needed. Cyclists have noted a larqe 
resistance by private parking garayes to provide any bicycle 
parking facilities. 

The Government has taken several actions to provide bi- 
cycle parking. For example, in November 1979, GSA issued 
regulations which require that 

"Subject to the availability of satisfactory and se- 
cure space and facilities, agencies shall reserve 
areas for the parking of bicycles and other two- 
wheeled vehicles. Ricycles shall be given special 
consideration, including storage type space in" 
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"buildings and improved bicycle locking devices 
where practical and appropriate funds are avail- 
able. * * * Two-wheeled vehicles are exempt from 
employee parking charges." 

GSA has also provided bicycle parking guidelines to its 
building managers. 

GSA could not provide us with overall information con- 
cerning the results of their parking regulation. However, 
limited information was available for GSA buildings in the 
Washington, D.C. area. GSA indicated that 40 lockers and 
4,339 parking spaces at bike racks were available. Little 
is known, however, as to the quality and security of the 
racks or if they were installed before or after GSA's regu- 
lation was issued. 

Recognizing the actions GSA has taken, cyclists take 
issue with GSA's across-the-board prohibition of allowing 
bicycles on elevators or parking them in offices of GSA 
buildings. They feel this should be examined on a case-by- 
case basis since additional, more secure parking would be- 
come available in some places without these restrictions. 
Cyclists point out that parking near their desks is not only 
the most secure parking but requires no additional cost. 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(Metro) provides a good example of bike/mass transit inter- 
face. Lockers and/or racks have been provided at Metro sub- 
way stations. Each locker, costing $550 delivered and in- 
stalled, holds two bicycles and is relatively theft-proof. 
In a recent survey, 89 percent were rented at rates varying 
from $30 for 3 months to $70 for 12 months. Metro has long 
waiting lists for lockers at some stations and has plans to 
add 434 more lockers to the original 126 lockers installed. 
Racks, by contrast, are 62 percent utilized, and 45 bicycles 
have been reported stolen from them. 

Experience thus far seems to call for careful consider- 
ation of the type of parking facility provided and where it 
is placed. Several options exist with security being first 
in the cyclists' view, while cost and available space usually 
are prime considerations of those responsible for providing 
the parking. This conflict is likely to continue and repre- 
sents an obstacle to increased bicycle use. 

Cyclists may also require certain additional facilities 
such as showers and lockers. These facilities are frequentI,, 
requested by cyclists but seldom provided due to high costs 
and restricted space. GSA Public Building Service officials 
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advised us that separate facilities would have to be provided 
for males and females and estimated these facilities would 
require 5,000 square feet and cost about $10,000 per building 
per year. 

When showers/lockers have been provided, it has usually 
been due to cyclist action, The Bicycle Commuters of EPA in 
Washington, D.C., successfully obtained them, but it took a 
sustained effort on their part. Conversely, a petition by DOE 
personnel to use existing shower facilities in the Forrestal 
Building (downtown D.C.) was denied. Bicyclists in Dayton, 
Ohio, took a different approach, making special arrangements 
with the YMCA to use its shower facilities. A DOE official 
suggested that a user fee, membership fee, or a cost-sharing 
arrangement could possibly be used to cover the cost of estab- 
lishing and maintaining shower and locker facilities. 

Although the need for showers/lockers may be well recog- 
nized, it appears that progress in this area may be restricted 
to individual efforts, especially in the absence of a large 
bicycling population. 

Unresolved legal issues 

Certain legal issues must also be addressed. Both 
bicycles and mopeds have varying definitions, and regulations 
governing their use are often quite inconsistent between 
States. According to the National Committee on Uniform 
Traffic Laws and Ordinances, a bicycle is considered a ve- 
hicle in only about 12 States, although most States provide 
cyclists with all the rights and c'uties of motorists. Six 
States, however, have laws that do not give cyclists the 
rights of vehicle operators. 

The moped is generally considered a vehicle, but its 
specific classification varies from one State to the next. 
Five States have no moped laws: the others treat them as 
bicycles, mini-bikes, motor scooters, or motorcycles. The 
most noticeable effect of the mixed classifications was the 
lack of moped-specific accident data. (See p. 7.) As moped 
use increases in the United States, more definitive classifi- 
cation and treatment will be required. 

The issue of whether or not a bicycle is a vehicle and 
the rights and responsibilities of cyclists is also a matter 
of concern to bicycle program experts. On this regulatory 
issue, the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and 
Ordinances is responsible for the Uniform Vehicle Code (UVC). 
This code recognized the bicycle as a vehicle in 1975 and 



contains several provisions dealing specifically with bicy- 
cles. Every State but one has adopted the UVC at some time 
in the past. The problem is that only about 12 States have 
adopted recent WC changes, and several of these changes 
directly affect bicycles. In the extreme case, one State has 
not changed from the first UVC developed in 1926. 

The bicycle program experts we spoke with generally 
favored adoption of the most recent UVC bicycle provisions, 
with the exception of a provision making the use of separate 
bike paths mandatory. They are working to have this provi- 
sion deleted because some of the paths are more dangerous 
than the streets. They felt the following UVC bicycle pro- 
visions are badly needed, however, to compensate for weak- 
nesses or omissions in State laws: 

--Where the cyclist must ride-- Many States require cy- 
clists to ride as close to the right as practicable. 
The UVC has adopted California's law in this area, 
which specifically defines the conditions under which 
a cyclist is permitted to move away from the curb. 

--Off-roadway status of the cyclist--In most States bi- 
cycles have the rights and duties of a vehicle only 
when on the roadway. Off roadway, on the sidewalk, 
for example, cyclists may be in a statutory vacuum. 
They may be required to yield to pedestrians, but they 
do not enjoy the protection of being a pedestrian. 
The UVC provides that a cyclist on a sidewalk or cross- 
walk has all the rights and duties of a pedestrian. 

--Turns and turn signals --Most States still require a 
continuous turn signal for 100 feet before a turn, 
despite the fact that the bicyclists may need to have 
their hands on the brakes at the 'same time the signal 
is required. The UVC amends turn signal requirements 
to allow for control and operation of the bicycle. 

A January 1977 Traffic Quarterly article discusses the 
need for more consistent, comprehensive legislation. Court 
decisions in bicycle cases have ruled that a bicycle is and 
is not a vehicle and that motorists can and cannot expect 
bicyclists to exercise the same standard of care as the Zriv- 
er of a vehicle. The latter point is particularly important 
regarding minors. The article discusses the option of having 
different rules for various age groups. 
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According to the Moped Associatio? c-f AmericUj, moped laws 
between States vary from no laws in five States to laws with 
different specifics in the remaining ones. For example, mini- 
mum age requirements for moped operation range from no age 
specified to 16 years of age, with nearly half using the latter 
figure. Many States require either a driver's license, special 
license, or a learner's permit of some sort; seven States re- 
quire no license, and two of these have no minimum age l-eve1 
for the operators. Registration requirements, fees, and in- 
surance requirements also vary. Only four States require 
moped riders to wear helmets. 

If bicycle/moped use is to be increased and encouraged, 
issues that seem to demand additional attention are the le- 
gal definition and the rights and duties of these vehicles 
and their operators. Although much work has been done in 
the area, State laws have rarely kept pace or even considered 
needed changes. Bicycle activists are working toward the 
changes they feel are most needed, but their numbers are 
relatively small and State legislatures seem rather reluctant 
to make changes. 

Attitudinal obstacles 

Perhaps less obvious than the physical barriers prevent- 
ing increased bicycle/moped use is the low public awareness 
and/or acceptance of these vehicles as an alternate transpor- 
tation mode. Bicycles are often still considered a toy or a 
recreational vehicle. The public's initial "fun machine" 
image of the moped may have removed it from utilitarian con- 
sideration. This attitude is beginning to change according 
to the Moped Association of America. Encouragement of the 
utilitarian use of both vehicles is important in removing 
the attitudinal obstacle. The following section deals with 
the Federal Government's role in addressing this and pre- 
viously discussed barriers and the need for sdditional 
governmental action to encourage increased bicycle/moped use. 

MORE COMPREHENSIVE, COORDINATED 
GOVERNMENTAL ATTENTION NEEDED 

Past government programs, 
bicycle use, 

though intended to encourage 
have been too narrowly focused on bikeway con- 

struction, 
activity. 

and relatively little funding has gone for this 
Recent developments, 

the April 1980 DOT study, 
motivated in large part by 

seem to indicate Government recog- 
nition of the need for a comprehensive approach to increase 
safe bicycle use by the general public. Within the Govern- 
ment itself, 
opportunities 

there is little organized attempt to identify 
for bicycle/moped use or to promote such use. 
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Past governmental programs 

Early bicycle programs were directed primarily toward 
recreational use. The largest bicycle funding source from 
1969 to 1975 was the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965 (Public Law 88-578), which still provides some bicycle- 
related funding. About 714 projects that include bike trails 
have been funded through this act, which is administered by 
the Department of the Interior's Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service. Total project costs have reached approx- 
imately $136.5 million, but the amount spent on bike trails 
alone cannot be isolated because many of the projects are 
comprehensive total park projects. Grants for bike trails 
have ranged from $750 to $425,000. Although the park envi- 
ronment usually connotes recreational usage, the location 
of some trails may also allow them to be used for non- 
recreational purposes. 

Federal Aid Highway Programs have been the other major 
source of bicycle funding. Originally, the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-87) allowed up to $2 mil- 
lion per State per fiscal year, with a national limit of $40 
million, to be spent on independent pedestrian facilities and 
bikeways. Later amendments raised these limits to $2.5 mil- 
lion per State, with a national limit of $45 million. 

Initially thought to be the solution to bicyclists' 
needs, the actual usage of highway funding has,been low. 
Although allowed to spend funds, for pedestrian/bikeway facil- 
ities, State governments have'generally not used this option. 
Because of scarce highway funds and escalating highway con- 
struction costs, the States have chosen to fund highway proj- 
ects. For example, through August 1980 only $20.3 million of 
the $300 million authorized was used for funding independent 
pedestrian/bikeway facilities. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has no way of 
determining how much of the above funding was specifically for 
bikeways as opposed to pedestrian facilities. Many of these 
projects are used by both pedestrians and cyclists, thus making 
this distinction even more difficult. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Admendments of 1974 (Public Law 
93-643) authorized $10 million for, fiscal year 1976 to be 
spent specifically on a bikeway demonstration program. 
Authorized projects were to provide a safe bicycling environ- 
ment in urban areas, with 80 percent of the funding to be pro- 
vided by the Federal Government. State and local governments 
submitted 495 project applications, involving nearly 4,000 
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miles of bike paths and associated facilities with estimated 
total costs of over $141 million. Of the $10 million aut'nor- 
ized, only $6 million was appropriated and used to fund 41 
projects in 31 States. 

Most of the approved projects were various types of bike- 
ways or improvements to them. A few involved secure bicycle 
storage facilities at transit transfer locations, provisions 
for carrying bicycles on regularly scheduled buses, and the 
use of vans with bike trailers to transport bicycle commuters 
across barriers such as long bridges. 

Little comprehensive evaluation of these projects has 
been done, although the Federal Highway Administration pro- 
vided us with draft copies of case studies they had done on 
each of the bikeway demonstration program projects. These 
case studies reflect many of the bikeway problems pointed out 
by experienced cyclists such as poor planning, design, and con- 
struction. Although some projects were successful, the need 
for more comprehensive planning and evaluation was evident. 

The latest source of bicycle-specific funding was pro- 
vided by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95-599). This legislation authorizes $20 million 
for each of 4 fiscal years beginning in 1979. Federal/State 
funding is a 75 to 25 ratio. For the first time, funding was 
also allowed for non-construction projects which would enhance 
the safety and use of bicycles. This was considered a welcome 
development in the bicycle community. 

Of the $80 million authorized, no funds were appropriated 
for fiscal year 1979, and only $4 million was appropriated for 
fiscal year 1980. Despite short notice of funding availabil- 
ity and some time and dollar restrictions, 558 projects were 
submitted asking for $38.6 million in Federal funds. The $4 
million was equally divided between the 10 Federal regions, 
and 151 projects were funded under the following categories: 
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Federal 
Number of Federal funds funds by 

Type of project projects provided cateqory 

Construction 101 $3,115,148 77.9% 
Non-construction 39 602,657 15.1% 
Combined 267,956 6.7% 
Unknown & 14,239 .3% 

Total 151 $4,000,000 100.0% C 

a/Represents cost of approved changes where amounts transfer- - 
red between categories could not be determined. 

DOT appears to favor expanding the use of Federal Aid 
Highway funds for bicycle projects instead of the single- 
purpose grants that restrict the State's options. Bicyclists 
point out, however, that in the absence of single purpose 
grants,' States rarely opt to spend highway funds for bicycle 
projects. 

Current governmental efforts 

Although certa.in governmental agencies have begun to in- 
corporate.bicycle/moped programs into their planning proces- 
ses, others have largely ignored bicycle/moped potential-- 
particularly at the departmental level. Much of the recent 
governmental bicycle-related activity has been in response 
to the DOT April 1980 study 
Conservation." 

"Bicycle Transportation for Energy 
This study, required by the National Energy 

Conservation Policy Act of 1978, sets forth and discusses: 

--Major obstacles to widespread bicycle use. 

--Elements of a comprehensive bicycle transportation 
program. 

--Target goals for increased bicycle use. 

--Estimates of energy savings potential through bicycle 
use. 

--Recommended roles for implementing a comprehensive 
bicycle transportation program. 

The study recommends that DOT should take the lead role 
in this effort, coordinating its actions with the Departments 
of Energy, Defense, the Interior: and with GSA and EPA. It 
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also asks all Federal agencies to encourage their employees to 
use bicycle transportation. Three of DOT's administrations-- 
the Federal Highway Administration, the National Highway Traf- 
fic Safety Administration, and the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration (UMTA) --have developed implementation plans 
that outline how they plan to achieve what the DOT study 
deems necessary. 

An FHWA administrator stated that their plan represents 
a broad commitment to enhance and promote safe bicycle trans- 
portation. A November 1, 1980, article in the American 
Wheelmen noted that the plan 'I* * *goes far toward integrating 
the bicycle into the nation's highway-related transportation 
activities." The plan addresses engineering aspects such as 
eliminating surface and design hazards, as well as encourage- 
ment measures such as public information and awareness. 

NHTSA's implementation plan deals primarily with safety 
education, training, and enforcement--all issues of prime 
concern at the Pro Bike '80 Conference. NHTSA intends to use 
programs being developed by private industry for some of its 
projects. NHTSA's plan note's that funding will determine the 
extent of many of the planned projects. 

UMTA's plan places emphasis on promoting bicycle use in 
conjunction with mass transit, primarily through provision of 
bicycle parkinq at mass transit stations. The major actions 
in this area will be to describe the bicycle's role and advo- 
cate increased parking facilities to UMTA's regions when plan- 
ning major new facilities. 

EPA has also shown interest in the bicycle and its poten- 
tial to reduce air pollution. To assist areas without bicycle 
program experience, EPA sponsored an extensive report, "Bicyc- 
ling and Air Quality Information Document" (Sept. 1979). It 
provides information on the potential role of bicycle strate- 
gies in reducing air pollution. 

EPA headquarters in Washington, D.C., has an active con- 
tingent of bicycle commuters that have successfully obtained 
secure parking, shower, and locker facilities. Additionally, 
EPA has established bicycle coordinators in each of its re- 
gions. When dealing with other governmental departments, 
however, we found this type of involvement the exception, not 
the rule. In this connection, we found no department-level 
activities that encouraged employee use of bicycles at DOE, 
DOD, the Department of the Interior. or the United States 
Postal Service. Although individual !.ocations within these 
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departments may have demonstrated bicycle/moped advantages, 
no central policy and little dissemination of these benefits 
have been provided. 

A DOE official told us that bicycles are being used at 
several of their facilities. The Enerqy Insider, a DOE news- 
letter, mentioned a DOE lab using 900 bicycles, but DOE had 
no across-the-board policy to search for other similar bicy- 
cle use opportunities. 

DOE‘s Federal Energy Management Program (FEMP) has not 
considered bicycles, nor does it plan to in the future. FEMP 
is responsible for achieving a coordinated governmental energy 
policy that promotes maximum energy conservation throughout 
the Federal sector. One of FEMP's major areas of responsibil- 
ity is governmental transportation energy use, accounting for 
about 50 percent of the government"s energy consumption. A 
FEMP official told us nonetheless that the magnitude of energy 
use and savings that FEMP addresses is much greater than bi- 
cycles could provide. 

Another DOE official involved with transportation pro- 
grams said higher priority work had precluded any DOE bicy- 
cle work, although DOE had reviewed DOT's report on poten- 
tial fuel savings from increased bicycle use. A DOE official 
in the education division informed us, however, that DOE is 
cooperating with the Consumer Product Safety Commission, DOT, 
and EPA to set up a coordinating network for information ex- 
change among bicycle program specialists. As a first step, 
DOE has awarded a contract to identify existing Government 
activities associated with bicyf,:le programs. 

Neither DOD nor any of the individual service branches 
has a bicycle/moped policy. DOD has mandated goals for de- 
creased fuel use, but has provided little guidance on how bi- 
cycles and mopeds could be used to help achieve these goals. 
We found evidence, however, that some military bases were us- 
ing bicycles/mopeds. Ft. Knox Army Base in Kentucky had 
purchased 22 mopeds and 30 bicycles to tlecrease fuel usage 
and wanted to order 33 more mopeds. The officer running this 
program did not know if other U.S. 
cles/mopeds, 

Army bases had ased bicy- 
but he had received calls from other bases ask- 

ing about the Ft. Knox program. Since it was only a year old 
and had little detailed record keeping, 
savings data were available. 

no precise program 



The Department of the Interior's National Park Service 
has used some bicycles and mopeds and mentioned this use in 
its 1979 Energy Conservation Report to DOE. Interior made 
no evaluation of its bicycle/moped use, however, and had no 
department-wide program. The Department does try to encour- 
age its bureaus to use the most energy-efficient methods of 
transportation. 

Postal Service Headquarters advised us that it had 
established regional goals for demotorizing routes and that 
each region was responsible for determining the best methods 
of achieving these goals. Headquarters officials cited the 
Phoenix, Arizona, Post Office as one which has used bicycles 
extensively. But the Postal Service Headquarters has not 
promoted the use of bicycles and mopeds. In fact, it re- 
cently advised against any expanded use of bicycles due to 
concerns about safety, inadequate riding skills, and the need 
for training and vehicle inspection programs. 

Phoenix Post Office officials indicated they were cur- 
rently using 100 bicycles to cover 10 percent of the area's 
1,250 mail routes. Phoenix has used bicycles since 1949, are 
pleased with the results, and have asked to purchase 165 more 
bicycles. The Phoenix Post Office has received calls from 
post office people around the country asking for information 
on the bicycle mail routes, especially since the Postal Ser- 
vice's emphasis on demotorization of routes has begun. 

CONCLUSIONS -- -- 

Opportunities exist to increase bicycle/moped use by 
those working in or visiting Federal buildings and installa- 
tions. The extent to which these opportunities are realized, 
however, will depend on 

--the degree to which barriers both physical and atti- 
tudinal are overcome and 

--the approach, support, and attitude within the Federal 
agencies dealing with bicycle-related activities, as 
well as the example set by major governmental depart- 
ments in using bicycles and mopeds. 

Among the barriers to be overcome are fears for personal 
safety, lack of facilities, unresolved legal issues, and at- 
titudinal obstacles. A comprehensive approach is needed to 
properly deal with these barriers, 
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Major governmental departments have done little to en- 
courage increased bicycle/moped use by their employees. 
These departments have not evaluated isolated examples of 
Yuccessful bicycle/moped use within their departments, nor 
have they explored for comparable opportunities or even dis- 
seminated information on successful programs. Such action 
is essential to the promotion of governmental bicycle/moped 
use, but has seldom been demonstrated. We believe opportuni- 
ties for expanded governmental bicycle/moped use exist at 
many military bases, other Federal installations and activi- 
ties, and at bicycle/moped-tolerant national parks. 

If increased bicycle/moped usage is to be achieved, the 
Federal Government should focus its attention on diminishing 
or eliminating existing barriers and encouraging increased 
use of these modes of transportation. In this endeavor the 
Federal Government should utilize the lessons learned from 
past actions, the emerging information from current govern- 
mental endeavors, private-sector cycle groups, and the ex- 
pertise of selected bicycle program experts such as those 
who attended the Pro Bike '80 Conference. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

The DOT study provides the framework around which a com- 
prehensive program could be developed to encourage increased 
use of bicycles and mopeds. We agree with the study's recom- 
mendation that DOT should take the lead role in this effort 
and that it should closely coordinate its work with DOE, DOD, 
GSA, EPA, the Department of the Interior, and other Federal 
agencies. 

We recommend that, as part of this effort, DOT give spe- 
cific attention to two major barriers-- lack of secure parking 
and shower facilities --which appear to be precluding wide- 
spread use of these vehicles by Federal employees. 
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CHAPTER 3 

SHOULD FEDERAL EMPLOYEES BE REIMBURSED 

FOR USING BICYCLES/MOPEDS ON OFFICIAL TRAVEL? 

Federal employees should be reimbursed for official 
travel by bicycle. Contrary to a position taken by GSA, 
there are some definite, definable costs associated with own- 
ing and operating a bicycle. In fact, the costs incurred in 
bicycling are quite similar to the costs of owning and operat- 
ing an automobile or motorcycle --costs which are used by GSA 
to establish reimbursement rates for these vehicles. Provi- 
sions should also be made to reimburse employees using pri- 
vately owned mopeds for official travel. 

Reimbursement for official travel by bicycle or moped is 
justified not only from the standpoint that costs are incurred 
but also because this reimbursement would be consistent with 
Federal Government efforts to foster and encourage programs 
to conserve energy, protect the environment, and reduce operat- 
ing costs. The Congress recognized the potential benefits of 
bicycle travel in Section 682 of the National Energy Conserva- 
tion Policy Act (NECPA) of 1978 (Public Law 95-619) which 
states: 

"The Congress recognizes that bicycles are the 
most efficient means of transportation, repre- 
sent a viable commuting alternative to many peo- 
pie, offer mobility at speeds as fast as that 
of cars in urban areas, provide health benefit 
through daily exercise, reduce noise and air pol- 
lution, are relatively inexpensive, and deserve 
consideration in a comprehensive national energy 
plan." 

WHAT OPPOSITION EXISTS TO 
REIMBURSEMENT FOR BICYCLE USE? 

GSA is not in favor of the proposal to reimburse Federal 
employees using their privately owned bicycles on official 
business. GSA's opposition is based on the following: 

1. The applicable law (5 USC 5704) and the implementing 
regulations pertain only to motor driven vehicles. 

2. There are no costs for gasoline and oil and the costs 
of depreciation, maintenance, and repairs which GSA 
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is required to co;lsi,l;-:r pursuant to 5 U.S+C. 5707 
would be negligible for bicycles. 

3. The amount of travel by bicycle would be infinites- 
imal due to distance and physical limitations. 

4. This mode of transpo rtation would not be cost effec- 
tive when employee salaries and time in transit are 
considered. 

GSA does recognize the emphasis being placed on programs 
to promote travel savings, energy conservation, and personal 
health and, therefore, is receptive to the establishment of 
a "symbo1ic" rate. It objected strenuously in testimony, 
however, to the proposal that It conduct: cost investigations 
on the use of bicycles, contending that: "These investigations 
would put an adminstrative bhlrden on GSA with no foreseeable 
benefit to GSA, the employee, or the Government as a whole." 

Officials of GSA's Federal Travel Management Division 
told us that the cost data on owning and operating bicycles 
and mopeds are not adequate for conclusively establishing re- 
imbursement rates. It was their view that if reimbursement 
rates are established, GSA shou ld be given up to 10 years for 
developing the data bases and Performing the cost studies re- 
quired by 5 U.S.C. 5707 (b)(Z). They suggested that in the 
interim, bicycle and moped rates could be adjusted proportion- 
ately to changes in other mileage rates. 

GSA cited Comptroller General Decision B-184641, Septeln- 
ber 11, 1975, as support for the position that the law and 
implementing regulations for mileage reimbursements pertain 
only to motor vehicles. The Comptroller General's decision 
held that no statutory authorization exists for payment of a 
mileage allowance for travel I>y a bicycle in that such rates 
are only authorized for motorcycles, automobiles, and air- 
planes. The decision does not:, however, preclude reimburse- 
ment for actual expenses incurred in the use of a bicycle. 
Statutory authority exists fr>r' such reimbursement (5 U.S.C. 
5706), and there are regulations controlling what types of ac- 
tual expenses are reimburseable. E 

The cost data presented in sc.icceeding sections of this 
chapter contradict GSA's conrention that negligible costs 
are associated with owning anr1 operating a bicycle and that 
there is no basis for reimbursement. Other than gasoline and 
oil, many of the costs considered by GSA in establishing mi- 
leage allowances for autombil.es, motorcycles, and airplanes 
are incurred by cyclists. 



Bicycling proponeiit.s disagree with GSA's views that bi- 
cycle travel would be limited by distance and ph;rsical limita- 
tions, and that it woul-d not be cost effective. In this regard, 
studies done by both EPA and DOT are supportive of the propo- 
nents' position. 

The EPA study points out that in addition to conserving 
energy and protecting the environment, bicycle riders can save 
time in situations such as congested downtown areas, where 
bicycle travel is faster than car travel. The study also 
points out that the physical environment that bicyclists 
face in the United States is not that much different than the 
physical environment that cyclists face in Europe, where a 
much greater percentage of travel is done by bicycle. The 
DOT study, in discussing the physical environment, states 
that while there has been a great deal of speculation on the 
effects of the physical environment on bicycle use, there 
is very little substantiation. 

In conclusion, we believe GSA's contention that the 
program has no foreseeable benefits to GSA, the employee, 
or the Government is questionable. With regard to cost 
effectiveness, managers, as in authorizing other modes of 
travel, would have to consider the cost effectiveness of 
individual circumstances. 

WHAT SHOULD THE REIMBURSEMENT RATES HE? - -__ 

The cost of owning and operating a bicycle, based on data 
provided by several sources and on rates currently being paid 
by several government bodies, falls between 3 and 5 cents per 
mile. The 4-cents-per-mile proposal introduced in the 96th 
Congress (H.R. 6180) would, therefore, be a reasonable rate 
for-reimbursing Federal employees (Ising their bicycles on 
official travel. 

The cost of owning and operating a moped, based on data 
provided by the Moped Association of America, ranges from 8.2 
to 16.3 cents per mile. A local government reimburses its em- 
ployees 8 cents per mile for using mopeds. This seems to be 
a reasonable rate for reimbursing Federal employees until 
additional cost data is obtained. 

The cost per mile computations for bicycles and mopeds 
vary due to the assumptions made, the computation methods 
used, and the various costs assigned. Nevertheless, the cost 
categories included in these computations are very similar to 
the cost categories which GSA is required to use in computing 
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the reimbursement rate for privately owned automobiles and 
motorcycles. GSA's cost categories for autos are specified 
in 5 U.S.C. 5707 (b)(l) and include 

--depreciation of original vehicle cost; 

--gasoline and oil; 

--maintenance, accessories, parts, and tires; 

--insurance; and 

--State and Federal taxes. 

Bicycles 

We obtained computations on the cost of owning and oper- 
ating a bicycle from four sources. None of the computations 
are comparable in terms of the methods used nor in the 
assumptions made. One is quite detailed and one is very brief, 
and the other two, in between. We were not able to determine 
which, if any, was better than the others. All are present- 
ed r as tables 1 through 4, to demonstrate that there are 
some definite, definable costs associated with cycling and 
to establish the reasonableness of the proposed reimbursement 
rate of 4 cents per mile, 

24 



TABLE I 

BICYCLE COST PER MILE COMPUTATION 

BASED ON ACTUAL COSTS FOR 50,000 MILES 

Item 

Bicycle 
Tires 
Tubes 
Patches 
Chain 6t freewheel 

cogs (21 
Brake & derailer 

cables 
Rims & spokes 
Brake shoes 
Toe clips & straps 
Pedals 
Headset 
Handlebar tape 
Bottom bracket 

spindle 
Freewheel body 
Hub overhaul 
Saddle covers 
Handlebar bag 
Lights & batteries 
Chain rings 
Misc. 

Cost per mile 

cost 
Life 

(in miles) 
Cost per mile 

(in cents) 

$450.00 
17.00 

6.00 
l 30 

50,000 0.900 
4,000 0.425 

15,000 0.040 
1,000 0.030 

9.00 4,000 0.180 

10.00 15,000 0.067 
57.00 25,000 0.228 
12 .oo 12,000 0.100 

7.00 15,000 0.047 
15.00 15,000 0.100 
24.00 25,000 0.096 

2.00 5,000 0.040 

28.00 25,000 
10.00 15,000 
18.00 20,000 

1.50 2,000 
20.00 25,000 
10.00 7,500 
12.00 18,000 
50.00 50,000 

0.112 
0.067 
0.090 
0.075 
0.080 
0.133 
0.067 
0.100 

2.977 

Note: Not included are cost for safety equipment and 
clothing, oil and grease, tools, and lock and chain. 
Costs shown are for 50,000 miles of commuting at 
the rate of 7,000 miles per year. 

Source: Records of Mr. William Bliss of San Jose, California. 
Provided by Mr. Ralph Hirsch, National I,egislative 
Director, League of Americ.Tn Wheelmen (LAW). 
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TABLE 2 

BICYCLE COST PER MILE COMPUTATION BASED 

ON ACTUAL COSTS FOR 22,000 MILES 

Purchase price of bicycle at August 1, 1973 
Accessories 

Captialized cost 

Estimated value at December 31, 1978 

Depreciation cost 
Depreciation cost per mile 

($267 divided by 22,000 miles) 

0 perating costs (8/l/73-12/31/78) 
Tires 
Sprockets, chainwheels, freewheel 
Chair,s 
Crankset 
Rims and spoke5 
Brake and associated parts 
Bearings and lubricant 
Accessories 
Handlebar tape 
Miscellaneous (tubes, patches, 

tape, etc.) 
Total operating cost5 

Operating cost per mile 
($374.36 divided by 22,000 miles! 

Cost per mile 

Note: Based on records kept for 5-l/2 years 

$150.00 
237 .oo 

387.00 

(100.00) 

$287 .OO 

1.305 cents 

76.85 
40.62 
37.71 
l.9.75 
23.97 
37.98 
30.24 
26.77 
15.90 
64.57 

$374.36 

1.702 

3.007 cents 

and 22,000 miles 
of cycling. Costs do not include special clothing 
such as gloves, shoes, helmet, and special tools. 

r 

Source: Information submitted to Senator William Proxmire by 
Fr. Jerome Schaad, S.C.J. Provided by Mr. Ralph Hirsch, 
National Legislative Director, LAW. 
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TABLE 3 

BICYCLE COST PER MILE COMPUTATION BASED 

ON ESTIMATED COSTS FOR 25,000 MILES 

Purchase price of hicycle (note a) $250 
Equipment and accessories 200 
Repairs 100 
Tires (20 tires at $10.75 each) (note b) 215 

Total cost 

Cost per mile 
(765 divided by 25,000) 

$765 

3.06 cents 

a/Estimated cost of a lo-speed bicycle with a life - 
expectancy of 25,000 miles. 

b/Based on estimate that front tires last 4,000 -- 
miles and rear tires only 2,090. 

Source: Mr. Ed Honton, County Engineer, Columbus, Ohio. 
Based on his experience commuting 18 miles per day. 

E 
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TABLE 4 

SICYCLE COST PER MILE COMPUTATION BASED ON 

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED COSTS FOR 1,000 MILES PER YEAR 

Depreciation costs 
Purchase price of bicycle 
Re-sale value 

Total depreciation 
Depreciation costs per year 

(120 divided by 10) 

Repair and maintenance (annualized) 
Tires 
Materials, lubricants, etc. 
Brakes and cables 
Labor 

Repair and maintenance cost per year 

Fuel (1,000 miles at 45 K 
cal./mile at $.0005/K Cal.) a/ 

Total annual costs 

Cost per mile 
($49 divided by 1,000) 

$150.00 
(30.00) 

120.00 
$12.00 

5.00 
.75 
-70 

8.05 .- 
14.50 

22.50 

$49 .oo - 
4.90 cents 

a/Based on U.S. Government brochure entitled "Weight 
and Exercise," which states that cycling at 6.6 miles 
per hour consumes 300 K cal. per hour. 

Note: Calculations are based on a cyclist using 
his/her bicycle 9 months a year (39 weeks), 
25 miles per week. 

Source: Letter to Secretary of Transportation from 
Paul D. Alman, Ann Arbor, Michigan. Provided by 
Maureen Craig, Program Coordinator, DOT. 
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The California State Board of Control, the City of 
Palo Alto, California, and the Township of West Windsor, 
New Jersey, are three government bodies which have authorized 
reimbursement for employees using their bicycles on oEfj.cial 
travel. The rates authorized are 4 cents per mile (1.6 kilo- 
meters) in California and 5 cents per mile in the New Jersey 
township. 

Mopeds 

Table 5 contains three estimates on the cost of owning 
and operating a moped. These estimates were provided by the 
Moped Association of America. Depending on the assumptions, 
the estimates indicate that the cost per mile of owning and 
operating a moped can range from 8.2 to 16.3 cents. We did 
not perform a detailed examination to determine the reason- 
ableness of these estimates. However, the Township of West 
Windsor, New Jersey has established an 8 cents per mile rate 
for reimbursing employees using mopeds. 
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E%penseitun 

MgJea-e 
price 

Depreciation 

Maintenance 

Registration 

Security accessories 

Gasoline at $1.25 
per gallon 

Oil 

Minimum liability 
insurance 

Parking 

Optionalneeded 
accessories 
(rote b) 

&dmated yearly cc6t 

Cost per mile 

c&t BasisfRaticnale cost Basis/Ratia'&e cc& Basis/RatimaLe 

(lc~ estimate) (mdiun estimate) (high estimate) 

$650 - $650 - - g750 - 

$100 6-l/2 year life $130 5 year life 51% 5 year life 

26 $.x, per week 36 $.lO per day 52 $lper be& 

3 Average when 6 Average for States 9 Projected cost whgl 
including all States requiring rqistra- cmsidering trend 

tim tmard registration 

5 costs of $30 6 Costof $30 depreci- 7 cost of $35 
dqeciated over atedover5years depreciated over 
6-l/2 years 5 years 

34 3,650 miles (10 53 4,280 miles (12 miles 61 $53 plus 15 
miles per day at per day at100 miles wrcent for 
135 miles per gallon) per gallon) inflationary cc& 

2 2-l/2 ources per 
gallal 

30 3~~111 cities 

65 $.25 per wrk day 

35 Accessories - 
costing $100 de- 
preciated wer 
3 years 

$300 - 
c/e.2 cents - 

3 2-l/2 ounces per 
gallonofgaa 

70 Average Sized 
cities 

130 $.50 per ark day 

45 Accessories - 
costing $135 de- 
preciated over 
3 years 

$479 
= 

q12.2 cents 

4 2-l/2 ounces 
pergallcmofgas 

100 Large cities 

260 $1 per kork day 

55 Accessories _ 
costing $165 de- 
preciatad over 
3 years 

$698 
- 

d/16.3 cents - 

z/See follting pge for references. 



TABLE 5 (notes) 

a/Purchase price of $650 adjusted for inflation. 

t&'Costs for optional needed accessories 
Car carrier $ 30 
Directionals 40 
Helmets 45 
Baskets 15 
Visibility 10 
Eye Protection 15 
Other 10 

Total $165 Z 

c/Based on 3,650 miles per year. 

c/Based on 4,280 miles per year. 

Source: Moped Association of America, Washington, D,C. 
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WHAT IS THE GOVERNMENT'S 
LIABILITY WHEN EMPLOYEES 
USE BICYCLES AND MOPEDS? 

If Federal employees are reimbursed for using bicycles 
or mopeds for official business, questions arise as to the 
Government's liability if the employee is involved in an 
accident that causes property damage or personal injury. 
The basis for determining the consequences of allowing 
the payment of a mileage allowance for the use of bicycles 
and other two-wheeled vehicles by Federal employees is 
aided by examining the consequences of the use of those 
types of vehicles for which a mileage allowance is already 
allowed --motorcycles, aircraft, and automobiles. 

The Federal Torts Claim Act provides a remedy for third 
parties who have been damaged by the negligent or wrongful 
act or omission of any Federal employee acting within the 
scope of employment. When a Federal employee acting in the 
scope of employment injures a person or damages property due 
to the negligent driving of a Government or privately owned 
automobile, the Government assumes liability. Generally, an 
employee is within the scope of employment when performing 
specific duties assigned to him, such as traveling on 
official business. The Federal Torts Claim Act does not 
distinguish between an employee's use of an automobile or a 
bicycle/moped as a means of transportation. Any accidents 
that occur when a Federal employee is using a bicycle or 
other two-wheeled vehicle instead of an automobile may 
result in liability of the Government for damages caused 
by the employee's negligence or wrongful conduct. 

A Federal employee injured in the performance of duty is 
entitled to compensation benefits under the Federal Employees 
Compensation Act. This would include injuries occurring 
while riding a Government or privately owned bicycle or other 
two-wheeled vehicle in the performance of duty. Such benefits 
are the exclusive remedy available to Federal employees 
injured in the course of employment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

We believe provisions should be made to reimburse Federal 
employees for official travel by privately owned bicycle or 
moped. We believe this actiorl would be justified from several 
points of view which, when taken together, far outweigh the 
reasoning advanced for excluding these vehicles as authorized 
modes of travel. For instance, our study showed there are 
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definite, definable costs associated with owning and operat- 
ing a bicycle or moped just as there are for the privately 
owned vehicles now included. Moreover, the cost data we 
obtained demonstrates that the costs of owning and operating 
a bicycle or moped are quite similar to the costs considered 
in the establishment of a reimbursement rate for automobiles, 
motorcycles, and airplanes. 

Establishing reimbursement rates can also be justified 
for other reasons. One is that the failure to include bicy- 
cles and mopeds as authorized modes of travel can be viewed 
as totally at odds with on-going Federal efforts to conserve 
energy, protect the environment, promote personal health and 
reduce government operating costs. The potential of bicycles 
to contribute to these programs was also recognized by the 
Congress in Section 682 of NECPA. 

We believe recognition of the bicycle and moped as 
authorized modes of travel for Federal employees on official 
business is a necessary step in efforts to increase the use 
of these vehicles by those working at and visiting Federal 
buildings, facilities, and installations. In other words, 
the Federal government should set an example. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 

We recommend that the Congress amend Sections 5704 (a) 
and 5707 (b)(2) of Title 5 of the United States Cod& to pro- 
vide for an allowance of 4 cents a mile to Federal employees 
using their privately owned bicycles while on official busi- 
ness. An 8 cents per mile allowance should also be provided 
for the use of privately owned mopeds. Language similar to 
that contained in E3.R. 6180 (see app. II) could be used. 

These allowances would establish the priniciple of re- 
imbursement for those using their privately owned bicycles 
and mopeds for official business. Given the limited cost 
data, the recommended rates of reimbursement are at the low 
to mid range of the data available and are consistent with 
existing precedents set by State and local government 
entities. 

Over time, as more cost experience is gained, GSA 
should be able to validate and refine cost rates and 
recommend to the Congress appropriate adjustments to the 
maximum rates. 
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APPENDiX I APPENDIX I 

HINEI-V-SIXTH CONGRESS 

j#$oude of 3@rt$tntatibc% 
GOYERNMENT ACTIVITIES AN0 TRANSPORTATION 

SUBCOMMllTEE 
w WE 

C~MMI~EE 0~ GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
m*vm”RW HOUSE OFFlCE mUILLI,NB. IMM Is-se*-. 

WUltlWBTaN. 0.c. MII 

June 11, 1980 

Honorable Elmer 8. Staats 
Comptroller General 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street N. W. 
Washington, B.C. 20548 

Oear Mr. Staats: 

Particularly since energy conservation became a top national priority, 
encouragement of the use of bicycles and other two-wheeled vehicles has 
received increasing private and government attention. 

One of this comnittee's concerns is economical and efficient utiliza- 
tion and operation of Federal buildings, facilities, and installations. 
The benefits of bicycle riding are such that the Federal government as owner 
or lessee of hundreds of properties should increase activities that encourage 
the use of two-wheeled vehicles by those who work in or visit such properties. 
Some steps have already been taken. GSA, for instance, has issued a Temporary 
Federal Property Management Regulation (44 F.R. 53161-3; September 13, 1979) 
that deals, in part, with two-wheeled vehicles. It states that bicycles shall 
be given special consideration. It exempts two-wheeled vehicles from employee 
parking charges. 

Congressional interest in this issue is widespread. For instance, a bill 
before this committee (H-R. 6180) proposes that Federal employees using their 
bicycles on official business shall be allowed reimbursement of four cents a 
mile. 

This corrmittee recently considered H.R. 7072, to increase the maximum 
allowances for Government employees on official travel, which passed the House 
June 9. In its report (H. Rept. 96-1021), the committee took cognizance of 
opportunities for energy and dollar savings that greater use of bicycles can 
offer, However, we do not yet have data on costs and other factors (such as 
the extent to which employees on bicycles spend more time in transit} that 
need to be considered with respect to using bicycles for official travel. 

e 

(more) 

34 



APPENDIX I 

Also, we have insufficient information on how to encourage greater use of 
bicycles by empJoyees and others at Federal facilities, apart from official 
travel. 

The conxni ttee's report has requested that GAO undertake a project to 
gather and analyze relevant information on bicycle use in relation to Federal 
facilities, Specifically, it requests investigation and evaluation of all 
feasible means, procedures, and benefits that could encourage and advance use 
Of bicycles, and other two-wheeled vehicles, by those using Federal buildings, 
facilities and installations. Your report should include (but not be limited 
to) an assessment of the proposal to reimburse bicyclists on official travel 
at the rate of four cents per mile. In this project, GAO should consult with 
GSA, and the Departments of Energy and Transportation. The committee asks 
that a report be submitted to it by March 31, 1981. 

We are enclosing a copy of the comittee report. The comnittee's request 
appears on pages 4 and 5. If there are questions or comments concerning the 
request, please get in touch with the subcommittee office (Mr. Romney or 
Ms. Kelley, 225-7920). 

Sincerely, 

JLB:cm 
Enclosure 

APPENDIX I 

i 
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Grcntcr use of bicycles b 
fY 

Frdcrnl crnployces in lieu of motorized 
trnnsportntion nppnrs to o er opportunitws for fuel conser\-ation and 
pcrhrlps tlol]~~r savings. In the lwsf, the CongrCSS, in (lCt.Crmining 
~Alo~;,~~e~ of this kjntl, hns hd the brnefit of cost and use data re- 
pnrc(f or a~scmbled by wrt;\in Fwlcrnl agencies. UnfortunatclY, t K ere 
IS not yet, 23 full God 

Y 
of dotn rclfitin, II to tl~rcct nnd indirect costs as we11 

as procedures inch ent to bit rcle 
there is need to consicIer bicgc e i 

~JQC for oficinl trips. In nddition, 
USC by Fedcrnl rmphqees and other 

persons nt Fedcrnl fndities for other thnn official trflwl. 
hoking :ihend to the po4ble need for further nction to ad? incen- 

tjves and opportunit,ies for bicycle use, the commIttee sees Its task 
made easier if there could be put in motion now II pro1ecttonatherand 
anal .ze rclevnnt. informntion. Accordingly, the Co~t~pt~d~~r 

b 
b cneral of 

the nited States is requested to undcrtnke such a project. It should 
examjne nil feasible means, procedures, and benefits to encourage and 
further the use of bicycles and other t\\wwheeled vehicles by persons 
using or \-isiting Federal buildinns, facilities, and instnllatlons. The 
Compt.roller General should consult with the Administ.rntor of General 
Services, the Secretary of Trnnsportatian, and the Secretary of Energy. 
The Comptroller General’s re art, wit.h recommendations for admm- 
istrative orlcgislntive fiction, s K ould be submitted by Alarch 31, 1981. 
Reporting repuirement 

Section 3 of t.he bill as amended requires GSA to rovide three 
yearly reports to Con ~res.5 coverin 7 certain travel in ormat.ion. In Y 
evaluating the merits o f both the mi cage and per diem pro P the 
committee needed anw’ers to a number of questions, f 

osals, 

follo\ving: 
Inc. uding t’he 

(I) How much is currently spent by the Federal Government 
on per diem and on milea e? 

(2) If the per diem an f mileage allowances are increased and 
levels of travel remain constant, what would be the additional 
cost? 

(3) If the 
no addition, P 

er diem and mileage allowances are increased, and 
money is appropriated, how much \vill travel (or 

other activities} ha\Te to be cut in order to absorb these additional 
expenses? 

(4) For what types of travel are per diem Rnd milea e ex- 
penditures mqde? IThat are the causes and purposes o P such 
travel? J”?hat IS the average cost and duration of a bllsiness trip 
tnken by a Federal employee? 

(5) IIOW CRII. Federal travel be managed find conducted more 
efficiently? 

During the course of the hearin 
questions were never provided, 

s on H.R. 7072, answers TV those 
?I ecause, as the subcommittee dis- 

covered, no one within the Federal Government, \\‘as collecting t,be 
information needed to provide those answers. 

Office of Sianagemenb and Bud 
Apd 17 that they have establishe CF 

et representatives did testify on 

ment Project, which is conductin 
a Travel hlanagement Improve- 

for fiscal year 1979, and an Y 
a sampling survey of travel vouches 

ana ysis of travel management, practices 
n-ithin various azencies in order to collect, detailed information about 
Federal travel. ‘!?he committee is pleased to note that this effcrt. had 
been undertaken, and expects that it will generate substantial useful 
information. 
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96mCONGRESS 
1ST SESSION 

To amend title 5 of the United States Code to provide for an allowance of 4 
cents per -miie to Federal employees for the use of bicycles while engaged on 
official business, and for other purposes. 

‘. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

DECEXtiER 19, 19% 

S. AKDERSON of California (for himself and Mr. MATSLI) introduced the 
follokg bill; which was referred to the Committee on Government Operations 

To amend title 5 of the United States Code to proTide for an 
aIIowance of 4 cents per mile to Federal employees for the 
use of bicycles while engaged OH official business, and for 
other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted 6y the Senuie and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That (a) section 5704(a) of title 5, United States Code, is 

4 amended- 

5 {I) in paragraph (2), by striking out “or”; 

6 (2) in paragraph (3), by+ inserting “or” after “air- 

7 plane;“; and 
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2 

1 (3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following 

2 new paragraph: 

3 “(4) 4 ct:-nts a mile for the use of a privately 

4 owned bicycle or pedal assisted vehicle;“. 

5 (b) Section 5707(b)(2) of title 5, United States Code, is 

G amended by striking out “and airplanes” and “and airplane” 

7 and inserting in lieu thereof “airplanes, and bicycles and 

8 pe:lal assisted vehicles” and “airplane, and bicycIe and pedal 

9 assisted vehicle”, respectively. 

10 SEC. 2. The amendments made by this Act shall take 

11 effect sixty days after date of enactment. 

0 

(003485) 
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